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DUAL GENERATION: 

THE CASE FOR LINKING CFES STRATEGIES 
WITH EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS 

 

Executive Summary 
 
This purpose of this paper is to inform the Center for Family Economic Success (CFES) at The Annie E. 
Casey Foundation about the prospects of developing a dual-generation, integrated-services model that 
provides low-income children with high quality early education intervention supports while providing 
their parents with resources aimed at addressing their economic success.  Specifically, we explore 
whether The Annie E. Casey Foundation should test an integrated services model that provides both: 
 

 (a) interventions directed to parents which aim at addressing their economic success (through 
training, education, job assistance, financial coaching, access to public benefits and work 
supports, and asset building strategies); 

(b) interventions for their children through high quality early educational supports (through 
home visiting programs and/or quality early childhood programs.)  

To begin, we provide first a discussion of the early childhood program history and funding streams, 
including one of the largest federal investments in early childhood, Head Start and Early Head Start. It is 
clear from this background, that the early childhood field is highly diverse—in funding streams, in 
program settings, and in program quality.  We then discuss a bit of the history around dual-generation 
programs, including efforts borne out of neighborhood settlement movement, family preservation 
movement, among other influences.  

While some programs that provide these integrated services have been around for decades, they tend 
to be the exception, rather than the norm.  What’s more, most of the early childhood programs with 
parent support aspects focus on developing parenting skills and fostering a better understanding of child 
development and literacy instead of connecting parents to income supports and economic success tools.  
The only truly scaled programs that require provision of a full range of services for both children and 
families are Head Start and Early Head Start.  Yet even in these programs, the types of services delivered 
and the mechanisms used to deliver the services vary significantly. Indeed, a recent evaluation from 
MDRC of family economic strategies within early childhood settings points to some of the challenges of 
integrating these services and achieving meaningful results for families.   

We outline several examples of programs that have at least one component of a dual-generation model 
within an early childhood setting.  In this review, we highlight efforts in Atlanta, Tulsa, Chicago, San 
Antonio, Philadelphia, Florida, and Tucson, drawing lessons learned from interviews with program 
administrators.   A clear conclusion from speaking to these integration leaders is that a more 
comprehensive test of this dual-generation approach is warranted.  Many are learning lessons the hard 
way and struggling to find the “connection” funding that they need to provide a holistic set of services. 
Clearly, there is a host of learning to advance our understanding of what policy interventions are 
needed, how to implement integrated services in an early childhood context, and what outcomes this 
might produce when a full package of services and supports are provided.  
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Despite current budget constraints, there are a number of federal policy opportunities to explore when 
thinking about building and or/improving on current dual-generation models.  Clearly, there are funding 
streams that can and are being blended and braided together.  However, the fact that there are so few 
of these programs suggests that there are barriers to doing this work.  Under the Obama Administration, 
new education funding streams, health and human services funding, as well as pending reauthorizations 
in both Head Start as well as the primary asset-based legislation (Assets for Independence) provide 
opportunities to leverage federal program dollars, influence policy and practice, and integrate 
conversations from both the ground up as well as the federal level down.   

In the end, we provide three recommendations for The Annie E. Casey Foundation to consider in moving 
forward with this work.  First, we recommend that the Foundation invest resources in a dual-generation 
model with a clear set of family economic success strategies to be tested.   A first set of sites might be 
multi-service agencies such as community action programs that operate a Head Start facility.  Second, 
after lessons are learned from these pilot sites, we recommend  testing a more collaborative model for 
those early childhood sites that might not have funding for family support services located under one 
roof.  Finally, we recommend that in any of these efforts, the Foundation should begin with a more 
thorough investigation of the implementation and financing challenges of a dual-generation model to 
address issues of scale and sustainability.    

The Annie E. Casey Foundation is uniquely qualified to take on this important dual-generation work. 
Indeed, this demonstration fits squarely into the hypothesis that families with access to economic 
supports, education and workforce opportunities, and asset building opportunities will be better able to 
provide for their children and in turn, their children will be more likely to learn, achieve and leave 
poverty.  It also is a clear “next step” in CFES’s hypothesis that integration of services and supports is 
more effective for low- income families and children.  Given the alignment of this idea with so many 
other opportunities—from the federal focus on Promise Neighborhoods, to our own recent launch of 
The Campaign for Grade-Level Reading, to the potential to leverage other foundation partners -- it is 
clear that the timing is ripe to make this effort a part of the next generation of Casey investments.   
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ABECEDARIAN PROJECT—Chapel Hill, NC 
The Abecedarian Early Childhood Intervention Project is one of 
the highest profile studies of the effects of early-childhood 
education. Starting in 1972, four cohorts of children from low-
income families were randomly assigned into either the early 
educational intervention group or the control group. The 
education intervention group’s 0-5 care included an 
individualized prescription of educational activities/games. 
While the focus was on the center-based care, parents did 
receive information about their child’s curriculum and how to 
continue to foster learning at home. The more explicit parent 
support-piece of the program followed the intervention:  
“school-age support” in the form of a “Home-School Resource 
Teacher” served as a liaison between the students’ families and 
school officials for the first three years that the children 
attended public schools. The follow-up studies found that the 
Abecedarian program participants were healthier, had higher 
cognitive development, and were more likely to finish high 
school. This garnered a 1:4 return on investment (for every one 
dollar spent on preschool, four dollars of public funds was 
saved). 
 
Sources:  Carolina Abecedarian Program.  Child Trends. Leonard Masse and W. Steven 

Barnett, “A Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Abecedarian Early Childhood Intervention” 

NIEER. 

 

 

Introduction 
 
The work of the Center for Family Economic Success (CFES) has long held that the integration of services 
is the most effective way to support low-income families and children.   The hypothesis being tested 
through interventions such as Centers for Working Families is that families who receive this integration 
of services – especially those that provide workforce supports, access to benefits, and financial 
education, stability and wealth-building interventions—are more likely to attain sufficient and stable 
family income and assets. Moreover, in the long run, the program operates under the hypothesis that 
this financial stability will decrease family stress and improve child outcomes. 

Indeed, these strategies are 
grounded in a host of studies 
that indicate that growing up in 
poverty and in families lacking 
financial and economic security 
can have lifelong negative 
impacts.1, 2 Many of the poverty 
reduction strategies therefore 
focus on addressing parents’ 
needs to garner more income, 
either earned through work or 
supplements to income through 
public benefits, to help them 
overcome poverty’s ill effects.  
Gaining in prevalence, especially 
thanks to the Gates Foundation, 
is a focus on additional training 
and post-secondary education 
for parents as a pathway out of 
poverty.  More recently, the 
asset development field has also 
pointed to the need to address 
key asset building policies to 
help break the cycle of poverty, 
including efforts to help families 
connect to financial institutions, 
to save money for both short and long term goals, and to accumulate wealth.3   

At the same time, over the last twenty years, there has been a growing awareness that to end the cycle 
we must start early with interventions that serve low-income children.  Indeed, the focus has been 
moving even earlier down the human development pipeline, to addressing key gaps in children even 
before they enter school.  One recent study highlighted just this point, noting that “up to one-half of the 
gap in achievements scores in school can be attributed to gaps already evident at the time of school 
entry.”4 

http://nieer.org/docs/index.php?DocID=57
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Chicago Parent Child Program—Chicago, IL 
Founded in 1967, The Chicago Parent-Child (CPC) 
program focuses on providing low-income students 
high-quality pre-school experiences with specific focus 
on parent-involvement. Using Title 1 Funding, what 
makes CPC unique is that in order to enroll their 
children, parents must commit to volunteering in the 
school and attending parenting-classes that arm 
parents with information regarding child development, 
such as literacy and readiness skills, as well as 
parenting skills, such as health, safety, and nutrition 
information.  
The program’s effectiveness was rigorously evaluated 
in a 19-year longitudinal study. The study found that in 
comparing participants to non-participants (who 
received no preschool), CPC program participants had 
better kindergarten readiness, had better math and 
reading achievement test scores throughout school, 
were less likely to be involved in the juvenile justice 
system, and were more likely to graduate from high 
school.  
 
 Source:  Arthur J. Reynolds et al. “Age 21 Cost-Benefit Analysis of the Title 1 
Chicago Child-Parent Program” (June 2001). 

 

Perry Preschool – Ypsilanti, MI 
The Perry Preschool program significantly increased the 
future educational attainment of its participants through 
early childhood education. Although the hallmark of the 
program was a high-quality center-based preschool, one 
of its features was weekly home visiting in order to 
discuss and promote good parenting activities. The 
impact of this blended program was impressive: One 
study on child outcomes followed Perry Preschool 
alumni through age 27, and found them living with 
higher monthly earnings, fewer arrests and more 
permanent housing than those in the study who did 
benefit from early preschool and home visiting 
programming.  This study has provided policymakers 
ample proof of the benefits of spending on high quality 
preschool because of demonstrated future savings in 
fewer incarcerations and less need for remedial 
education and publicly-funded benefits. 
 
Source:  “High/Scope Perry Preschool Program” Child Trends. 
 

There is a compelling body of research that 
shows promising and lasting outcomes 
when children have access to high-quality 
early interventions.  In the boxes on this 
and the previous page, we outline many of 
the gold-standard evaluations that show the 
importance of serving young children and 
what interventions can, and cannot, solve.  

However, one particular finding is that 
these early childhood programs are by no 
means a vaccine for poverty’s effects – 
helping to prevent the ill-effects of growing 
up poor. Studies show a “fade-out” of many 
of these high-quality child-focused 
interventions;  indeed, researchers often 
point to two reasons for this diminished 
effect—first, the continued effects and 
impacts of growing up poor, and second, to 
the low quality of schools into which many 
of these young children “graduate”.5 To be 
sure, most of these early childhood efforts 
have “developed in separate silos from 
welfare, employment, and training 
programs for adults.”6 Few, if any, long-

standing programs have tried to address poverty through interventions for both the adults and the 
children.   

Yet most findings on children’s well-being 
confirm that the effects of parents and their 
education and financial stability, the home 
environment, and children’s early and later 
educational experiences are all strong, and 
indeed, interrelated factors in how children 
do later in life.7 For example, one recent 
study found that when low-income mothers 
obtained more education, it had a 
significant effect on their own young 
children’s cognitive development8. Indeed, 
research suggests that paying attention to 
just one of these inputs, while ignoring the 
others, often means that the results are less 
favorable than we would like.  Further, 
there is an increasing recognition among 
researchers, practitioners and advocates 
that to make the most of interventions, we 
need a truly two-generational approach to 
poverty reduction.    
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THE CASE FOR A DUAL-GENERATION APPROACH 

While two generational strategies have been talked about for decades, there are only scattered 
examples of interventions that have successfully blended a set of interventions that are truly addressing 
both parents and children.  Yet the research suggests that this model might yield significant payoffs, 
both in the short term, and in the longer term by changing the trajectories for the children growing up in 
poor families.  To that end, this paper sets out to provide more detail and information about how the 
Annie E. Casey Foundation might help to build a truly two generational support program.  We conclude 
with the belief that the foundation should aim to test a set of specific, proven interventions that serve 
both parents and children.   

Specifically, Casey should test an integrated services model that provides both: 

 

 (a) interventions directed to parents 
which aim at addressing their 
economic success (through training, 
education, job assistance, financial 
coaching, access to public benefits 
and work supports, and asset 
building strategies); and 

(b) interventions for their children 
through high quality early 
educational supports (through home 
visiting programs and/or quality 
early childhood programs.)  

We begin with a general background of the 
early education infrastructure, a useful framework for understanding what is, and is not, currently a part 
of our nation’s systems of providing high quality care for young children.  We then review the existing 
evidence on early childhood programs that couple these efforts with parent supports, highlighting the 
lack of current models or evidence in the field.  We then briefly highlight the history of several dual- 
generation efforts, to help frame some of the scattered interventions which exist across the country.  
Next, we highlight several examples of programs working to integrate one or more of the CFES 
strategies in an early childhood setting, citing lessons learned in our conversations with field and 
program leaders.  

We then highlight the current policy environment at the federal and state levels, noting areas that might 
create challenges as well as opportunities if the Foundation pursues this initiative.   Finally, we conclude 
with a recommendation of a particular model that the Annie E. Casey Foundation might consider testing 
over the next few years.  In this section, we lay out the component pieces that might be a part of this 
pilot as well as addressing issues of scale, sustainability, and synergies with other aspects of the 
Foundation’s work.   
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Table 1: Spending on Children Under Age 5 
By Major Federal Childhood Programs 

Program 2008 2010 2011 Federal 
Budget 

Head Start(a)  $6.2 billion $6.7 billion $7.2 billion 
Child Care Subsidies  5.2 billion 5.7 billion      6.5 billion 
Tax Credits (CDCTC & 
DCAP) 

2.2 billion 2.2 billion (b) 

Early Head Start 688 million 1 billion 1.7 billion 
Child Care Food 
Program 

1.3 billion 1.4 billion 1.5 billion 

DoD Child Care 300 million 750 million 800 million 
Early Intervention for 
disabled children 

436 million 632 million 649 million 

Title 1 Preschool 400 million     500 million 550 million 
Preschool Special 
Education  

374 million      574 million 374 million 

Home visiting 0      100 million 250 million 

Total $17.1 billion  $19.5 billion $21.7 billion 

(a) Excludes Early Head Start 

(b)Expected increase; Obama proposal raises CTCDC eligibility 

Source:  Haskins and Barnett “Investing in Young Children: New Directions for America’s Early 

Childhood Policies” Brookings Institute and National Institute for Early Education Research (September 

2010). 

Background on the Early Education Infrastructure:  Key Systems and 
Funding Streams 
 
Federal child care policy has developed from mixed goals and philosophies. On one hand, many 
stakeholders see child care for low-income families as primarily a work-support program. The thinking 
behind this philosophy is that that in order for low-income parents to be employed full- or part-time, 
they need reliable child care, which they likely cannot afford in the market, giving room for government-
funded child care. This was the prevailing thought emphasized during the 1996 welfare reform which 
placed greater focus on work and transitioning-to-work-supports. Thus, from this parent-centered 
understanding, the reliability of care giving at a price that is affordable to a low-wage worker is the 
primary criteria for a successful program.  

 
Other stakeholders have focused on child care from an early childhood education framework, placing 
emphasis on the children’s needs and social and intellectual development. Seen by education 
professionals as the earliest chance to begin closing the achievement gap, successful early childhood 
programs for low-income families can then be measured by the extent to which children are engaged, 
learning, nurtured, and provided a healthful environment.9  

 
Because of these two distinct philosophies – one parent-centered and one child-centered – there are 
many diverse stakeholders who come to the child care table for different reasons.  
Likewise, within the federal and state government, many different agencies within health and human 
services, education, and labor, to start, have a stake in child care. As respected child care researchers, 
Barnett and Masse remind us, “These agencies have different reporting requirements, different 
constituencies, 
different views of 
what are the most 
important program 
goals and of what 
constitutes a quality 
program, and even 
different views about 
the appropriate role 
of the government.”10 
This fact has given rise 
to a highly-
fragmented child care 
delivery, regulation 
and funding system. 

 

FEDERAL FUNDING 
EFFORTS 
 
Head Start, founded 
in 1965, is the largest 
and most well-known 
of the federal 

http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/1013_investing_in_young_children_haskins.aspx
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/1013_investing_in_young_children_haskins.aspx
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government supports of early childhood programs (see Table 111). Serving approximately 900,000 three- 
to five-year-olds a year, Head Start seeks to improve low-income children’s school readiness by 
providing educational, health and social programming, primarily at Head Start Preschool Centers. As 
Head Start grantees, these centers range from being housed in Community Action Program agencies to 
elementary schools to stand-alone early childhood centers.  

 
Since its inception, Head Start has enjoyed support by politicians on both sides of the aisle. Starting with 
a budget of approximately $350 million in 1967, it has grown under every administration since, to $6.7 
billion in 2010, up from $6.2 billion in 2008, increasing even in a time of government-spending scrutiny 
and ever-increasing debt. Head Start’s spin-off for younger children, Early Head Start, began in 1995, 
and is targeted at low-income children under the age of three. Using a mix of center-based and home-
visiting-based programs, Early Head Start has also enjoyed a growing budget and has expanded from its 
original 68 programs to now over 650, currently reaching over approximately 66,000 young children.  
 
However, neither Head Start nor Early Head Start reach nearly the number of children that are eligible. 
At its current enrollment, Head Start is only serving approximately half of the nation’s low-income three- 
and four-year olds, and Early Head Start is serving an even smaller fraction of our nation’s eligible 
infants and toddlers.12 The reason for this lack of access is primarily driven by funding constraints. 
However, there are several other barriers to entry into Head Start programs, including issues around 
lack of full-day care, location, and other issues related to family choice.   
 
The other largest source of federal government support for child care comes in the form of vouchers or 
tax credits to help low-income parents pay for child care.  These child care subsidies are primarily 
funded through two sources: block grants and tax credits.  The Child Care and Development Fund 
(CCDF), established under welfare reform in 1996, contributed to the subsidized child care of 
approximately 1.7 million low-income children per year from 2003-200713. For 2010, the federal 
government spent $5.7 billion through the CCDF program.  
 
The CCDF is a block grant to states, so there are rough federal guidelines and then significant state 
variation on the governing eligibility requirements and other policies affecting the subsidy system. But 
generally, parents who are working can apply for a subsidy which will cover a portion of the cost of care 
of their choice.  There is typically a co-payment required of the parent; often this varies by income level.   
When a parent finds a provider with an opening that meets the parents’ needs for care, the parent 
informs the subsidy system administrators who then work to verify the care being used each month by 
the parent and cuts checks to reimburse providers directly for their care.  Overall, these subsidies are 
structured to give parents maximum “choice” (in many states, relatives can be reimbursed for care 
within the subsidy system), clearly showing the dominance of thinking about child care as a work-
support and falling squarely in the parent-centered philosophy.   

  
While there are efforts underway in states and nationally to help support more quality early childhood 
programs within the subsidy system, the current funding levels and state policies often make it difficult 
to support high quality care for parents within the subsidy system. With the recession, the funding 
source hasn’t grown with the rising rates of poverty and demand, and a growing number of states 
slowed or decreased their funding.14 While states still have the option to divert up to 30% of their 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) welfare fund dollars to the CCDF, still, the demand for 
child care subsidies in most states far outweighs the supply. 
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On the tax expenditure side, The Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit allows taxpayers to deduct up to 
$3000 for one dependant and $6000 for more than one for employment-related care. However, this 
credit disproportionately helps those in higher tax-brackets, with only 6% of the expenditures going to 
families with less than $25,000 in annual income in 2007. The Dependent Care Assistance Program is a 
way to pay for child care expenses, pretax.  However, employers must set up a Dependent Care 
assistance plan in order to take advantage of the pretax option. Again, this tends to help higher income 
employees.   
 
There are a number of other, smaller 
government-sponsored financing 
mechanisms that affect child care for 
low-income parents.  For example, Title 
1 of the Elementary and Secondary 
School Act, which consists of programs 
that distribute funding to local 
education agencies with a 
disproportionately high percentage of 
students from low-income families, also 
appropriates funds towards preschool. 
However, with an annual budget of 
$500 million in 2010, this source of 
funding is significantly smaller and 
provides services for many fewer 
children.  
 
Finally, home visiting has become an 
increasingly utilized part of the early 
childhood services and supports for low-
income families. There are a variety of home visiting programs that have developed over the past 
decade, as we discuss below. In these programs, nurses or other trained staff visits the homes of low-
income families during a child’s earliest two or three years, providing services and support, such as 
health advice and child development coaching. President Obama has highlighted an especially successful 
model, known as the Nurse-Family Partnership (which will be discussed in greater length later), as one 
he is seeking to replicate, and, as such, in 2010 he has requested that $100 million be directed towards a 
new national home visiting effort. This number is slated to be more than doubled by 2011, meaning it 
could become a significant part of federal early childhood investment in young children.  

STATE FUNDING EFFORTS 
 
These federal funding sources are by no means the only funding for young children.  States have 
established their own programs over the years (See The National Women’s Law Center Report on State 
Child Care Assistance Policies 2010: Individual State Fact Sheets for more information.)  In addition to 
the state portion of spending to draw down the CCDF block grant, states have also developed innovative 
early childhood programs and funding streams.  Most notably, by 2010, 40 states and the District of 
Columbia had developed funding for preschool programs (sometimes referred to as Pre-K).15 States fund 
these Pre-K primarily in three ways: supplements to federal spending, grants that must go through the 
legislative process, and an array of school funding formulas that allocate per-pupil spending for three 

http://www.nwlc.org/resource/state-child-care-assistance-policies-2010-individual-state-fact-sheets
http://www.nwlc.org/resource/state-child-care-assistance-policies-2010-individual-state-fact-sheets
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Table 2: Ages 3 and 4 Preschool Program Participation, Spring 2005 
          

   Percentage within each family income quintile  

Type of Center Percentage 
of all 
Children 

      1st       2nd     3rd 
 

    4th 
 

    5th  

 3-year -old 
cohort 

     

Head Start 8 20 9 7 1 1 
Special Education 4 1 3 3 3 10 
Private – fee paid  32 15 18 27 51 66 
Private – no fee 4 7 4 2 1 2 
Other Public 3 3 

 
3 4 3 3 

Total 51 45 38 43 59 82 

 4-year-old 
cohort 

     

Head Start 13 29 23 4 5 0 
Special Education 6 2 5 10 7 4 
Private – fee paid  36 12 18 37 52 72 
Private – no fee 6 10 6 7 5 3 
Other Public 13 11 13 11 16 12 

Total 74 64 64 69 85 90 
Source: Haskins and Barnett “Investing in Young Children: New Directions for America’s Early 

Childhood Policies” Brookings Institute and National Institute for Early Education Research (September 

2010). 

and four year-olds. Taken as a whole, Pre-K school funding in the states amounted to $5.3 billion, 
educating over 1.1 million students in 2008.16  
 
Despite the range of 
federally-sponsored 
early child care 
options, only 45% of 
three-year olds and 
64% of four-year 
olds from the 
lowest income 
quintile enrolled in 
preschool at all, and 
less half of those in 
Head Start 
programs. Indeed, 
many low-income 
families who would 
qualify are not using 
early child care 
services (see Table 
217). As mentioned 
previously, one of 
the obvious barriers 
to access is lack of 
funding (especially 
compared to other 
industrialized 
nations) to support 
quality early 
education for all 
low- income families. This leaves many families on waiting lists for services.  Still, there are other 
barriers such as the hours of operation compared to when parents need care or the preschool center’s 
locations compared to low-income parents’ homes or jobs. As such, informal care – either with family, 
friends or neighbors– remains one of the most commonly used early childhood care settings for low-
income families.18 
 
Thus, what comes from these multiple child care philosophies and multiple funding streams is a highly 
varied, fragmented and often disparate set of child care programs.  Clearly, there is no real child care 
“system”, though advocates, policymakers and practitioners at the local, state and federal level continue 
to work to bring some coherence to the services and programs for young children.  Indeed, from non-
profits to for-profits to Head Start centers to state-sponsored pre-schools to family care to hybrids with 
blended funding streams -- all of which are varying in quality and availability -- there is little similarity in 
child care models within states, much less across them.  

 
 
 

http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/1013_investing_in_young_children_haskins.aspx
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/1013_investing_in_young_children_haskins.aspx
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First Lady Johnson’s White House Launch of the Head Start Project in June, 
1965.   Source:  LBJ Library 

A Brief History of Dual-Generation Models 
 
Over the years, several other efforts have aimed as serving parents and children, often with different 
names and sometimes different goals.  This dual-generation idea has roots in the “urban settlement 
movement,” at the turn of the last century, the “community empowerment,” movement of the 1960s 
and 1970s, the “family support or family resource” efforts of the late 1970s and 1980s, and the “family 
preservation services,” focus of the late 1980s, to name just a few of its influences. 19    

But often, many of these efforts were limited by the types of services they were providing to parents or 
children.  For example, in the 1970s, a wave of Parent-Child Development Centers began, with the goal 
of increasing school attainment and decreasing delinquency by focusing on building positive parent-child 
interaction in low-income families. However, the follow up studies suggested little impact on children’s 
future behavior.20 

Later, another set of models, developed through a “family strengthening/family preservation” lens, 
focus largely on the goal of reducing child abuse and neglect and speeding family permanency efforts.  
One strong thought leader in this field is the Center for the Study of Social Policy’s Judy Langford. In 
2002 and 2003, the CSSP team identified exemplary sites that were using a family strengthening 
approach within an early childhood setting.  Several of those programs are highlighted below in our 
review of existing program models.  Yet, programs working to take a “family strengthening” approach 
are few and far between. To that end, the CSSP team provides trainings and consulting in order to help 
states and local organizations – including those focusing on early childhood education – integrate their 
programs with stronger partnerships. 
 
More recently, family resource centers also developed as models that draw upon two-generational 
supports. Largely active in the 1990s, many of these programs began with the focus on the family and 
economic well-being, but sometimes attempted to house these services in early childhood settings. 
Casey Family Services’ work in the Casey Family Resource Center Initiative, as a program that helps 

families set and achieve financial goals 
with a parent-empowerment 
framework21, is a well-regarded example. 
Sometimes using a free-standing center 
and sometimes co-locating with a 
housing development or elementary 
school, the Family Resource Centers 
physical space varied from site to site. 
However, in the case of other 
organizations and models, since there 
was never core funding for these 
blended services, many programs often 
came and went.  

While many of these dual-generation 
models start from family economic 
success framework, the early childhood 
field also instigated several family service 
models.  However, most of these efforts 
worked to engage families on issues 

http://www.lbjlib.utexas.edu/johnson/lbjforkids/pov_photos.shtm
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Box 1: Head Start Family Supports 
Performance Measures 
1. Family goal setting; 
2. Accessing community services 

and resources;  
3. Services to pregnant women 

who are enrolled in programs 
serving pregnant women, 
infants, and toddlers; 

4. Parent involvement—general;  
a. Parent involvement in 

child development and 
education; 

b. Parent involvement in 
health, nutrition, and 
mental health education.  

c. Parent involvement in 
community advocacy; 

d. Parent involvement in 
transition activities;  

e. Parent involvement in 
home visits. 

 

related to their children’s development.   Parenting classes and training, along with a focus on literacy 
has been the focus of most “family support” efforts.   The efforts to institutionalize and fund some of 
this focus on the family’s role in supporting the development of their children culminated in the Even 
Start program, which began in 1990.  This program tried to fund services to both families and children, 
but primarily with a focus on both child and parent literacy (with ESL and GED training) and parental skill 
development, rather than parent economic success.  Even so, evaluation data on this program has been 
mixed, putting the program under fire in recent months22 and leaving it with flat funding23, at least in the 
near future.  

One of the most important programs that attempt a truly dual-generation set of interventions is Head 
Start.  Beginning in 1965, as part of President Johnson’s War on Poverty, this hallmark program is really 
our nation’s only attempt at a two-generational poverty reduction program.  Head Start has a focus on 
children but it is also clearly a part of the country’s effort to address the cyclical nature of poverty by 
striving to help the parents of enrolled children achieve economic self-sufficiency.   Head Start has long 
offered parents training in early childhood programs and they are given preference in hiring for 
nonprofessional positions within the program.24 As we outline in detail below, even 45 years later, this 
program still has many of the structural components of a dual-generational approach.  But even in Head 
Start, there is room for improvement and advancement.  As we will note below, family support services 
are more loosely defined than other parts of the program, and the scope and quality of those supports 
vary.  

The Intersection of Early Childhood Interventions and Family Economic 
Success Strategies  
 
The model of an integrated, dual-generation approach within child care settings is not new. Indeed, 
within Head Start, Early Head Start, Nurse-Family Partnership Program, as well as other funders’ 
initiatives, providing family-supports are part of the program 
design and requirements. A new demonstration run by MDRC 
is also attempting to create a dual-generation model building 
off of the Early Head Start program.  We will discuss these 
various models below, citing evidence, where available, on 
the effectiveness of these dual strategies in achieving results 
for both adults and children.   

HEAD START AND EARLY HEAD START’S FAMILY 
SUPPORTS SYSTEMS 
 
Head Start and Early Head Start are the national programs to 
which evidence-based models like Abecedarian, Chicago 
Parent-Child Program, Perry Preschool, and NFP gave rise. 
While these gold-standard programs did not include family 
economic success interventions, Head Start uniquely built 
these services into the program.   
 
As mentioned before, Head Start focuses on providing high-
quality center-based early learning for three- and four-year 
olds from low-income families, while Early Head uses a 
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center-based and home-based program to target low-income children under three. However, both 
programs explicitly state that one of their goals is engaging “parents in their children’s learning and to 
promote their progress toward their own educational, literacy, and employment goals.”25  
 
To this end, both programs have distinct family and wrap-around performance standards, marking 
significantly more focus towards delivering family supports than previous programs. In Box 1, we can see 
how Head Start programs are meant to incorporate family supports.26 
 
While a few of the performance standards have aspects of benefits access – “parental involvement in 
health” states that grantee should provide information regarding health care to parents – most of the 
performance standards have not been geared specifically towards income supports, but instead more 
towards parenting-skill building. Of the nine performance measures, only one specifically focused on 
income supports and benefits access: “accessing community services and resources.” In looking closer 
the requirements of Head Start’s “accessing community services and resources” performance measures, 
we find that programs must meet the following standards: 
 

(1) Grantee and delegate agencies must work collaboratively with all participating parents to 
identify and continually access, either directly or through referrals, services and resources 
that are responsive to each family's interests and goals, including:  

(i) Emergency or crisis assistance in areas such as food, housing, clothing, and 
transportation;  
(ii) Education and other appropriate interventions, including opportunities for parents to 
participate in counseling programs or to receive information on mental health issues 
that place families at risk, such as substance abuse, child abuse and neglect, and 
domestic violence; and 
 (iii) Opportunities for continuing education and employment training and other 
employment services through formal and informal networks in the community. 

(2) Grantee and delegate agencies must follow-up with each family to determine whether the 
kind, quality, and timeliness of the services received through referrals met the families' 
expectations and circumstances.27 

In order to carry out this mandate, each Head Start program typically employs “family and community 
partnerships manager”, “family advocate” or a “family support worker” specifically tasked with meeting 
the “family and community” performance measures. However, what that family support worker does in 
order to connect Head Start families to services is not well documented. A report from the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities reviews a number of different programs’ processes and finds significant 
variation on how information about health care is distributed. For example, in Alabama, sites employ a 
process of automatic prescreening for health care insurance eligibility with staff that helps families fill 
out the application. In Georgia, health care outreach workers regularly present information to child care 
providers and leave brochures with information about Medicaid and how to contact outreach workers 
for help in enrolling. In Louisiana, on the other hand, Head Start staff have been trained and certified to 
be insurance application arbiters.28 
 
While they work towards connecting families to resources in many different ways, Head Start staff has 
found some significant success in their promotion of benefits. First, studies have found that Head Start 
staff members are highly trusted by families, named the second most commonly reported source of 
support in raising a child (after family members), meaning staff are well-positioned to provide benefits 
advice and income support information. What’s more, about 37 percent of the households reporting 
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Box 2: Select Early Head Start Performance Measures for 
Family Outcomes 

1. Programs link parents with social service agencies to 
obtain needed services; 

2. Programs link parents with educational and 
employment agencies to obtain needed services; 

3. Programs link parents with physical and mental health 
care prevention and treatment services to obtain 
needed care; 

4. Programs link parents with needed prenatal care and 
education services; 

5. Programs help parents secure high-quality child care 
in order to work, attend school, or gain employment 
training; 

6. Programs link children with needed medical, dental, 
and mental health services. 

receiving government benefits such as Medicaid, housing or child care support, (12 percent of all 
households in Head Start overall) reported that Head Start had made them aware of or had helped them 
to obtain at least one of the services they were receiving.29 Indeed, from 2009 to 2010, the number of 
children in Head Start without health insurance from the time of enrollment to one year later shrunk to 
half (111,026 children without health insurance to 53,590 children).30 
 
Head Start programs are also working to address the economic needs of families.  In their year-end 
survey of 2009-2010, Head Start programs report over 130,000 families who received housing 
assistance, over 118,000 received job training and over 770,000 families who received at least one 
parent-support service of the course of the year.31 At the very least, these programs acknowledge that 
staff is responsible not just for the well-being of children but also for services to families. Perhaps most 
importantly, Head Start programs provide a dedicated funding stream for a staff position to address 
some of the issues under a family economic stability framework.  
 

Early Head Start also has its own set of 
performance measures for family 
outcomes.32 While the majority of the 
stated performance measures relate to 
child outcomes, specifically children’s 
cognitive and social development, there 
are a set of goals that target parents. 
For example, standards note that 
“Parents make progress toward their 
educational, literacy, and employment 
goals.” The performance standards 
related most closely to family economic 
success and access to income support 
are outlined in Box 2.  
  

Like Head Start’s performance 
measures, Early Head Start’s family 
performance measures lack specificity 
regarding how these “links” should be 
made, leaving room for significant 

variation across programs, especially considering the differences in center-based and home-based 
programming. One study has shown that of the three Early Head Start programs, a hybrid approach of 
home-based mixed with center-based care showed the most significant full-family gains, using measures 
of both positive parenting practices and self-sufficiency activities.33 
 
In order to establish these links, Early Head Start also has an explicit family partnership agreement 
process in which families are teamed with Early Head Start staff in order to develop and implement 
individualized goals. However, according to the guidelines for staff, “how you set goals, implement 
them, and document the process can be different for each program and each family.”34 Like Head Start 
programs, this gives rise to significant variation across programs.  
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So while Head Start’s and Early Head Start’s performance measures for family outcomes lack detail and 
give room to significant variation between sites, their very existence marks an important understanding 
of the need to better connect parents to income supports and publicly provided resources.a 
 
In the mid-1990s, there were several efforts to learn from the landscape of dual-generation programs. 
Some of the programs were supported by federal funding while others were more “home-grown” 
models.  Regardless, most of the models evaluated that that time had little rigorous evaluation data to 
draw from.  Those that did have findings typically showed mixed results on both child and parent 
outcomes.35  It was clear from this research that the types of services provided, the intensity of the 
interventions for both children and parents, and the programmatic costs of different “two-generational” 
models varied significantly.  
 
In an attempt to understand the impact of services directed at both children and parents, MDRC 
recently began one of the few known demonstrations of a dual-generational approach.   Participants in 
Kansas and Missouri Early Head Start sites were randomly assigned to either a regular Early Head Start 
experience or an “enhanced Early Head Start” program.36  In the enhanced program, participants 
received regular services through Early Head Start, plus formalized services aimed at proactively 
addressing parents’ employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs.   To that end, programs hired 
on-site “self-sufficiency” specialists to work with families and oversee programs around education and 
employment; built partnerships with local welfare agencies and other service providers that provide 
employment and training services, and conducted trainings for both parents as well as Early Head Start 
staff on employment and educational resources.37  
 
MDRC recently released the first 18 month findings on this dual-generation approach within Early Head 
Start (EHS).  Findings were largely mixed.  The researchers attribute this to the challenges of programs to 
integrate employment, education and self-sufficiency into their core EHS services and interactions with 
families.  As they note, “shifting the culture of a child focused program to address parental employment 
and educational needs was difficult.”38   Additionally, it seems that participation in the employment and 
self-sufficiency services were low in the program group, given that the services were voluntary.  
However, early evidence shows that there were some beneficial impacts among families who were 
expecting a child or had a very young infant when they first entered the study.   For example, the 
program did appear to improve parents’ earnings towards the end of the follow-up period for  
families who were pregnant or had infants at the time of program enrollment.39   Still, findings are 
preliminary and the authors raise an important issue of thinking carefully about implementation and 
how to affect organizational culture through a dual-generation model.   

HOME VISITING 
 
Over the last 30 years, a number of home visiting models have arisen—some in the context of child 
abuse and neglect prevention (such as the Healthy Families America), some under the rubric of early 
childhood education (such as the Parent-Child Home Program) , and some under the parent support 
framework (such as the statewide Parents as Teachers program in Missouri.)   When Early Head Start 

                                                 
a
 In terms of educational outcomes, both Early Head Start and Head Start have proven moderately successful.  Numerous 

studies have shown the children in the programs benefit from higher vocabularies and word recognition as well as better 
problem-solving skills and early writing skills than their non-preschool counterparts. Across sites, however, there is significant 
variation, suggesting that the quality of the program can be highly variable. For more details see:  The Head Start Impact study 
at: www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/ehs/ehs_resrch/reports/dissemination/research_briefs/4pg_overall.html. 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/ehs/ehs_resrch/reports/dissemination/research_briefs/4pg_overall.html
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EVIDENCE FROM NURSE-FAMILY PARTNERSHIP (NFP) PROGRAM 

Data for NFP is drawn from three randomized control trials:  the first in 1977 in Elmira, New York, 
with a sample of low-income whites (N=400); the second in 1988 in Memphis, Tennessee, with a 90 
percent African American sample (N=1,178 for the prenatal phase of the trial and 743 registered in 
the postnatal phase); and the third in 1994 in Denver, Colorado, with 46 percent Hispanic sample 
(N=735).  

Outcomes Include:  

 “Reductions in prenatal tobacco use, hypertensive disorders of pregnancy, and kidney infections; 

and improvement in diet. 

 Significant reduction in childhood injuries and ingestions and shorter hospitalization stays for 

children under age two.  

 Longer intervals between the births of first and second children, due to better pregnancy 

planning. 

 Increasing the stability of partner relationships, including increased marriage and co-habitation 

and more stable relationships (compared to the control group) at child’s age 6 and 9. 

 Reduction in use of public assistance, including TANF, SNAP, and Medicaid.  

 Increased maternal employment and earnings.  

 Improved child language, cognitive and academic functioning among children born to mothers 

with fewer psychological resources. 

 A number of other outcomes, including reductions in child abuse and neglect, reductions in 

arrests for both mothers and children and reductions in child mortality.” 
 

From David Olds. “The Nurse Family Partnership.” In Investing in Young Children: New Directions in Federal 
Preschool and Early Childhood Policy. Ron Haskins and W. Steven Barnett, eds. September, 2010. 

was created in 1995, home visiting was incorporated into its model, in addition to center-based care.  
One of the most well evaluated programs is The Nurse-Family Partnership (NFP) Model. Since this 
program has the most rigorous results to date, we’ll focus primarily on this intervention.  

Founded by David Olds, NFP uses nurses as home visitors, in order to provide prenatal and early 
childhood health support for mother and child. The program tends to focus on low-income women 
bearing their first child, since administrators find that first-time mothers are more receptive to the 
program and the many program effects derive from the decision to delay a second pregnancy.   Usually 
visiting once a week for the first two years of the child’s life, nurses are responsible for administering 
preventative care, providing health and development education and being a life-coach for expectant and 
new moms. In fact, the program states that one of the three major goals of the program is “parent self-
sufficiency by helping them develop a vision for their future and make decisions about staying in school, 
finding work, and planning future pregnancies that are consistent with their aspirations.”40   

The life-coaching part is the time in which nurses most connect to income supports.  And research on 
the NFP program show strong results on parent self-sufficiency measures.  For example, in two of the 
three experimental tests of the program, mothers visited by nurses used public assistance for fewer 
months and in the third trial, nurse-visited mothers improved their economic self-sufficiency to a 
greater extent than mothers in the control group.41  Additionally, nurse-visited low-income mothers 
were more likely to work in all three trials compared to mothers in the control group.42  However, none 
of the literature suggests that nurses are trained in explicitly connecting families to public benefits or 
addressing other family economic needs. (For more information on Nurse-Family Partnership, visit their 
website at:  www.nursefamilypartnership.org). 

Regardless of the program model, when home visiting programs are connected to Early Head Start, then 

http://www.nursefamilypartnership.org/favicon.ico
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there is a built-in component for families through the family support workers. But again, this requires 
that both the home visitor and the Early Head Start program are working to connect parents to needed 
supports just as they are addressing issues of parenting, infant health and nutrition, and early literacy.  
But anecdotally,  both researchers familiar with home visiting as well as practitioners running home 
visiting programs note that often, parents are in such economic crisis that these “visits” are often not 
targeting and addressing the most pressing needs of the family.  Indeed, as some have noted, it is hard 
for a mom to focus on reading to her child when she might be facing eviction from her apartment or 
repossession of her car by creditors.  Clearly, there is significant work to be done to explore whether 
home visitors are delivering any of these economic supports and services to families and to understand 
better what services and supports might be provided in this particular setting.  

OTHER FUNDER INITIATIVES THAT MIGHT PROVIDE INFRASTRUCTURE AND LEVERAGE POINTS 
 
In addition to Head Start programs and home visiting programs, there are several other programs that 
might be conducive to a dual integration model.   Below we outline several other early childhood efforts 
that could provide a platform for CFES-type services.    
 
The Buffett Early Childhood Fund: Educare Schools 
In 2000, The Buffett Early Childhood Fund and the Ounce of Prevention Fund teamed up to work with 
local public and private partners in communities to establish a program called “Educare Schools”.  Using 
a mix of public and private funding streams, Educare Schools seek to provide high-quality birth to age 
five education for low-income children. While the focus is on school readiness – and specifically literacy 
and reasoning – Educare Schools do have on-site support services for the families of students. Family 
support staff provides services that mainly support parenting development, focusing on the parent/child 
relationship and the child’s educational growth, not primarily family economic security. (See Educare 
Schools website for more information.) The University of North Carolina is involved in a study of the 
impact of Educare Schools, and the preliminary data is positive in regards to child development 
outcomes,43 suggesting that the model is high-functioning. However, the existing data does not provide 
significant insight into parenting or family stability improvements.  
 
The Kellogg Foundation: SPARK   
The Kellogg Foundation’s program, SPARK-- Supporting Partnerships to Assure Ready Kids – is another 
early learning program for low-income children that specifically includes a goal of parental involvement 
and family support. Focused on creating “a seamless transition into school for vulnerable children ages 3 
to 6”, SPARK grantees currently work in eight different states. Within its funding of “engaging parents” – 
one of the three main impact areas --SPARK funds a home visiting program called Zero8 Initiative.  The 
Zero8 Initiative is an incentive-based way to support parents in learning about their child’s educational 
and health needs as well as how to be advocates for their children. While it focuses primarily on helping 
parents understand their child’s social development, nutrition and safety needs, and how to navigate 
the school system, Zero8 coaches are also trained in how to navigate the social services in their city, 
suggesting that coaches may provide informal help for parents in accessing benefits. (For more 
information, see Kellogg’s report on SPARK entitled, “Tangible Steps”.44)  
 
The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 
Though in its early stages, a recent report (Early Childhood Education Centers and Mothers’ 
Postsecondary Attainment: A New Conceptual Framework for a Dual-Generation Education 
Intervention) funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation shows another potential opportunity.  
With the foundation’s goal of gaining post-secondary educational success, they have begun to look at 

http://www.educareschools.org/
https://www.appam.org/conferences/fall/boston2010/sessions/downloads/1053.3.doc
https://www.appam.org/conferences/fall/boston2010/sessions/downloads/1053.3.doc
https://www.appam.org/conferences/fall/boston2010/sessions/downloads/1053.3.doc
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the needs of young parents.  To that end, the foundation recently funded leading early childhood 
researchers to conduct a qualitative study looking at a “dual-generation” framework and young 
mothers’ readiness for postsecondary interventions.  This report concluded that early childhood 
education centers may be a promising platform for adult education interventions.45  The researchers 
note that child care centers offer more than just a place to find low-income parents—indeed these 
programs offer security and peace of mind, a community of similar parents and support networks, and 
information about parenting that “helps parents view staff as knowledgeable resources.”46  The authors 
go on to suggest the need for pilot programs that would test several parent focused components 
including: 
 

(a) individualized support and educational readiness assessments, including career counseling 
and detailed advising on the steps on postsecondary training and education; 

(b) a learning community among parents, comprised of supportive student learning cohorts, 
access to computers and quiet study spaces; 

(c) intensive partnerships with local community colleges, workforce development agencies and 
education experts; and 

(d) financial supports and assistance with financial aid and loan options, conditional cash 
transfers and managing a family budget.47   

From this review of the field of the intersections between early childhood programs and FES strategies, 
it is clear that aligning family-income and economic-support services has not been a hallmark of the 
early childhood programs to date, and when it is done, it is in often undefined terms. Indeed, the focus 
of wrap-around family supports has been, until recently, on more parenting skills, literacy and other 
early childhood education engagement issues rather than income supports.  
 
Despite these limitations, there are still some sites that have been able to integrate a set of services 
together that create a truly two-generational approach to supporting children and families.   In the next 
section, we will highlight a few examples of programs from across the country that are trying to more 
closely align what we know about high quality early education and child care with family supports.  

 
On the Ground:  Examples and Lessons from Existing Dual-Generation 
Programs 
 
Even without targeted federal funding or clear directives to integrate family supports with early 
childhood interventions, the various efforts over the years to address dual-generation programs has led 
to a scattering of strong localized models.  While the search for sites was not exhaustive by any means, 
we worked to identify several efforts underway across the country that could help inform the 
development of a model to test and provide lessons learned if Casey pursues this initiative.   

For this initial review, we spoke with 20 experts in the early childhood and family strengthening fields 
regarding this integrated work.  We identified several sites, all of which operate along a continuum of 
services, some integrating a wide range of family support services, and others providing only one or two 
supports.  The variation is wide—however some of the lessons from these sites will help inform the 
types of integrated models that Casey might look to test.  
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Source: Atlanta Civic Site 

For the purposes of this initial scan, we divide some of these program examples into four categories:  (1) 
strong comprehensive models- or those early childhood programs that had integrated strategies in all 
three family economic security areas (asset building strategies, employment strategies and access to 
benefits); (2) early childhood programs with strong benefits access supports; (3) early childhood 
programs with strong employment/training supports; and finally, (4) early childhood programs with 
strong asset building strategies.  

STRONG COMPREHENSIVE DUAL-GENERATION EXAMPLE: ATLANTA CIVIC SITE  

Though every site we interviewed 
had areas in which they could 
improve or advance their work, the 
site that perhaps comes the closest 
to exemplifying a strong 
comprehensive model is the 
Atlanta Civic Site.  Not surprisingly, 
one of the strongest sites is heavily 
funded by the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation.  In Atlanta, the Civic 
Site has in place a strong early 
childhood program along with all 
three of the core components of a 
family economic success model 
through their Center for Working 
Families.  As they note, they are 
using an “innovative Two Generation Focus in an effort to break the cycle of poverty by promoting the 
economic well-being of parents while simultaneously ensuring that young children are healthy, thriving 
and developing on track with the ultimate goal of being proficient readers by third grade.”48  Programs 
at the Civic Site include working with low-income and/or low-skilled adults to help them obtain and 
retain jobs.  They have a strong focus on helping parents access benefits, using Seedco’s EarnBenefits 
model to screen and assist clients onto program like food stamps, child care subsidies, Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families, and education and tax credits.  They also work on financial literacy and 
asset development for the parents of children being served at their sites.   

The work in Atlanta represents a collaboration between three groups:  The Center for Working Families, 
Inc. (TCWFI), which provides the bulk of the family economic success supports, including job assistance, 
financial coaching, asset building, and access to work supports; the Early Learning & Literacy Center, 
which operates the early childhood programs and includes a home visiting component to their work 
with children and families; and the team at the Atlanta Civic Site focused on education achievement that 
maintains contact with children as they move into schools to track outcomes through the site’s new 
Grade-Level Reading Initiative.  Most of the early childhood centers operate with Head Start funding, so 
connecting family economic success programs to the family support work operates smoothly.  

All of this work is done in partnership, with services being delivered to parents who use the early 
childhood programs.  According to one program manager, benefits access counselors from Seedco were 
at one time “co-located” at the early childhood facility.  However, that model did not prove to be 
sustainable, since turnover at many of these centers was low and after a while, counselors had assisted 
most, if not all, of the families in the center. Enrollment workers at the early childhood facilities did not 
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like adding benefits screening into the enrollment process—saying that it took too long.  Now, Seedco 
staff goes into the centers on certain days to provide these services to parents.  

Another important innovation at the Atlanta site was that Seedco, in conjunction with TCWFI, received 
an AIG-funded literacy and financial coaching effort tied to their early childhood centers. The innovative 
program conducted one session on money management targeting children and using age-appropriate 
curriculum to address early knowledge of finances and budgeting.  They also conducted a session for 
parents, talking specifically about the options of saving any EITC refund.  AIG is completing a report of 
this that should be available late 2010 or early in 2011.  While this grant has currently expired, Seedco is 
working to re-apply for funding from ING Foundation to continue these important supports for parents.   

In addition to this strong, comprehensive model, there are several other sites around the country that 
are also excelling at a dual-generational model—though often with an emphasis on just one or two of 
the three strategies we have identified as part  of a comprehensive family economic success 
intervention.  Below, we highlight several of the sites we interviewed, categorized by their area of 
strength.  

STRONG EARLY CHILDHOOD/BENEFITS ACCESS EXAMPLES: ATLANTA, GA AND PALM BEACH, FL   

As mentioned above, the Atlanta Civic Site, as part of their work within the Center for Working Families, 
provides significant access to work supports for parents of children in their early childhood facilities.  In 
talking with Seedco program directors, there are plans to expand their work into other early childhood 
sites in Baltimore, for example, but they do not have another site “up and running” at the time of this 
report.  One of the most important developments is that Seedco is working on a pilot that would “mash 
up” the EarnBenefits technology with the enrollment program used within the early childhood centers.  
The idea is that an integrated system would reduce duplication, cut down the time needed to gather 
information, and imbed this work with the early childhood staff themselves.  If successful, this has the 
potential to scale the integration of benefits access and Head Start enrollment across the country. 

We also learned of a forthcoming project in Palm Beach County, Florida that will offer a different model.  
The Children’s Services Council of Palm Beach County, using a special local taxing district, describes its 
mission:  

 
…*to+ enhance the lives of children and their families and enable them to attain their full 
potential by providing a unified context within which children’s needs can be identified and 
resolved by all members of the community. To achieve this, the Council plans, develops, funds, 
and evaluates programs and promotes public policies which benefit Palm Beach County’s 
children and families.49 
 

They noted that in the near future they would be able to bring benefits access to their parents through a 
new technology integration being planned between One-E-App and the county’s resource and referral 
system.  Resource and referral (R&R) is a system that helps to connect parents to child care options 
within their community.  Along with their role in providing resources on child care and early childhood 
issues, many of these agencies also manage county-based child care subsidy systems, conducting the 
enrollment and oversight of the state’s child care vouchers to low-income parents.  By integrating One-
E-App technology with the child care subsidy system enrollment technologies, R&Rs will be able to 
effectively screen for child care eligibility, as well as SNAP/food stamps, TANF and other support 
programs.   Local officials note that the southern Florida counties will pilot this effort, with the hopes of 
rolling out this system statewide in the near future. 
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Source: Tulsa County Community Action Project 

STRONG EARLY CHILDHOOD/EMPLOYMENT SUPPORT EXAMPLE: TULSA, OK AND CHICAGO, IL 

One of the strongest employment models we found 
was in Tulsa, Oklahoma.  There, Tulsa County’s 
Community Action Project (CAP), founded in 1973, 
works to “help families in economic need achieve self-
sufficiency.”50  As part of their multiservice approach, 
they recently launched a new program called 
CareerAdvanceTM . This is a free workforce 
development program available to the parents of 
children enrolled in three of CAP’s early childhood 
facilities.   

This effort is unique in that it builds on some of the 
most cutting edge research in workforce 
development—incorporating a sector-based program 
focused on serving parents with very young children.   
For this work, the program targets the health field—
starting parents on a career pathway to job that 
provides a self-sustaining wage. The program also 

provides a unique set of wrap-around services and supports in this sector approach, providing the 
following:  

…[an] emphasis on skill development aimed at preparing participants for high-paying jobs; 
contextualized adult education for participants who lack a high school diploma or sufficient 
English language skills; peer-to-peer support and network development; a Career Coach to help 
participants plan ahead, navigate various training systems, and solve problems individually and 
as a group; bonus payments for specified results; support in overcoming barriers such as child 
care and transportation needs; and the inclusion of a Healthcare Intermediary, whose role is to 
work with employers to create smooth paths to employment. 51 

As the CAP agency notes, their intention is to provide a truly dual-generational approach to their work.  
The program is also starting small.  The initial year of the program served about a dozen parents, and 
this past fall saw an enrollment of about the same number.  A recent federal Health Career Opportunity 
Program grant will allow them to expand to about two cohorts of 30 slots each in the coming year, with 
one cohort in nursing and other in Health Information Technology.  Program managers anticipate four 
years of service to each parent if the parents decide to work all the way through to a licensed registered 
nursing degree.  That means that in total, the program costs nearly $10,000 per parent per year (not 
including the costs of serving the children in high quality early childhood programs.)   However, much of 
these costs are in the form of payments to parents to help incentivize success.  In fact, parents can earn 
up to $3,000 a year in cash as incentive payments based on required behaviors and performance in the 
program.    

Program managers at CAP note that their model relies on a dedicated career advancement specialist and 
relies heavily on a strong family support specialist from within the Head Start program.  They also noted 
for work in this particular field, the child care issues are often complicated and something program 
managers should think through before embarking on an employment assistance effort. For example, 
when the mothers have to do a full week of clinical practice as part of their training, they often have to 
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Source: Carol Robertson Center 

be at work at 7 a.m.  Hours often shift for many of these parents as they advanced in their education.  
Having a strong before- and after- care program wrapped around the traditional six hours of Head Start 
care is imperative.  And child care managers must be able to adapt a bit to meet the needs of these 
parents working to advance their skills and make a better life for themselves and their families.  

While the CAP agency also provides access to benefits, free tax preparation programs, and a host of 
asset building programs to other clients who utilize CAP’s services, these programs are not yet part of 
the CareerAdvanceTM program. Program managers noted that what they call the “adult strategy” will be 
more fully implemented across agency programs in the future.  Moreover, they are also planning to 
launch an “Adult Learning Initiative” that addresses adult educational needs outside of this sector-based 
approach that will focus on GED or non-sector education and employment strategies.  

Similarly, the Carole Robertson Center in Chicago, IL grew out of a community development model of 
serving youth in the community 35 years ago.  They expanded to provide care for early childhood as well 
as other community supports – developing into a comprehensive family development organization 
serving some of the poorest neighborhoods in Chicago.  Today, they serve over 700 children each day, 
working to provide full day care, afterschool programs for school age youth, extensive family support, 
social services, and parent education activities, adult education and community training. 
 
In all of this growth and work, their 
roots in serving the community led 
them to a continued commitment to 
hire parents and those within the 
community.  They began a modest 
workforce development program in 
the 1970s and 1980s, often taking 
clients from public welfare who 
were using their time at the center 
as part of their community service 
work.  Many of these original aid 
recipients are now in leadership 
positions with the agency including 
their Vice President for Human 
Resources and their Director of 
Programs.  
 

Program leaders at the Robertson Center quickly realized that parent education was a critical factor in 
building their own workforce as well as building a pipeline to better paying jobs for families.  In 1998-
2001, their efforts were jump started by welfare reform’s work requirements that went into effect at 
the same time they decided to open two new family resource centers on the west side.  These two new 
sites would create 120 new jobs, and the director at the Robertson Center was committed to hiring staff 
from the community.   In collaboration with others in Chicago, they joined an intentional workforce 
development program that focused on connecting welfare recipients to the child care, health and 
construction sectors.  They began with GED coursework but also developed a partnership with the city 
community college to provide classes in early childhood development.  Given the requirement in Illinois 
of all child care workers having at least a high school diploma, the families they worked with were often 
the “cream of the crop.”   Yet, as they helped these staff aspire to further education, it became clear 
that literacy issues (even for those with a diploma) were holding them back from credit courses.   
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Source:  AVANCE-San Antonio 

So the Robertson Center set up targeted GED, adult basic education, and ESL classes for both staff and 
parents.  They also added a remedial course to address the lower literacy rates of staff and parents who 
would not be able to pass the required English course most community colleges demanded before 
students can continue on to an associate’s or bachelor’s degree.  

According to the director, the challenge of doing their own workforce development programs has been 
sustainable funding—on both the workforce side as well as the child care side.  The center raised private 
money to pay staff when welfare rules did not allow their work to count towards their work 
requirement—a source of funding that has since disappeared.  What’s more, the funding they relied on 
to provide evening child care while parents took evening courses for their GED and other training 
credentialed programs ended recently, which has had a significant impact on the enrollment in these 
courses.   

STRONG EARLY CHILDHOOD/ASSET BUILDING EXAMPLES:   SAN ANTONIO, TX; PHILADELPHIA, 
PA; and TUSCON, AZ 

As we will discuss in more detail below, there are exciting opportunities being driven by the asset 
community to use early childhood programs as a platform for delivering asset-based strategies for low- 
income families.   The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services recently launched a deliberate 
effort to encourage this work of blending asset development work in early childhood settings through a 
new grant program called Financial Stability for Families with Young Children.  
 
One effort with a long history of working with both parents and children is the AVANCE-San Antonio 
program within the city of San Antonio, TX.  This organization, founded in 1973, is based on the premise 
that “education begins when a child is born and that parents must be their child’s first and most 
important teacher. AVANCE facilitates change:  first, in parents, then in their young children, family and 
home.”   The program aims to:  
 

“…enhance parenting skills of families with children under three years of age that nurture the 
optimal and overall development of their young children by parents becoming their child’s first 

teacher. Augmented by quality center-based child 
development services and education, children are prepared 
to enter school ready to succeed. The personal and 
economic success of parents is fostered by parents reaching 
their own personal goals and by achieving a higher 
education.” 
 
To that end, the AVANCE’s Parent-Child Education Program 
provides several key supports to the parents of children in 
their Head Start early childhood programs.   In Phase I, the 
program works with parents around their role as their 
child’s first and most important teacher through a nine-
month intensive parenting curriculum.  In Phase II, called 
Personal Growth and Development, program staff offer 
parents an array of educational services and support 
leading to economic self-sufficiency, including GED and ESL 
classes offered through a collaboration with the City of San 
Antonio’s Learning Centers.   
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One of their strongest assets is a set of trainings funded largely through Wells Fargo.  Through this work 
AVANCE-SA graduates train current participants on an array of financial literacy supports. The 
curriculum has five modules: 1) Basic Banking Services, 2) The Power of Credit, 3) Financing a Higher 
Education, 4) First-Time Home Buying, and 5) Planning Your Future.  Parents enrolled in this program are 
linked with other asset building tools and given opportunities to participate in local programs such as 
IDAs.     
 
Finally, AVANCE provides college technical assistance and one-on-one case management to help support 
parents in furthering their own education. College financial assistance is provided to AVANCE parents in 
special situations to ensure they continue their education. This work is largely funded by the City of San 
Antonio, the United Way and several other local funders.   
 
In all of these parent education components, AVANCE is able to provide critically needed child care for 
children under three while AVANCE parents are enrolled in the various programs. While this may seem 
to be just a small support, affordable child care, especially for education programs, is extremely difficult 
to find and a significant barrier to parent participation.    
 
Another program that exemplifies what is possible through Head Start programs is the Add it Up for 
Families initiative at the North Philadelphia Head Start.  This effort, which partnered with PNC 
Financial’s Grow Up Great program, as well as then-Governor Rendell and staff at the federal Health and 
Human Services office, worked to bring a strong asset development focus to parents in Head Start.52   
The program managers put this program into the context of helping families “bridge the gap” and move 
to self-sufficiency.  Specifically, the program offered on-site tax preparation, matched savings programs, 
and debt and credit counseling.   Most of these services were provided in partnership with other 
community based organizations, but the Head Start 
program was often the “site” for trainings and was 
fully bought in as a partner to help families—and 
staff—access these asset development strategies.  
Unfortunately, this effort appears to have ended, 
with no available information on the reasons the 
program terminated or its resulting impacts.  
 
Finally, the United Way of Tucson and Southern 
Arizona (UWTSA) is beginning work to link asset 
programs to early childhood programs.  From March 
2008 – April 2009 the organization ran a pilot called 
the Prosperity Center.  In this pilot, they offered 16 
financial education workshops to more than 80 
families at two child care centers.  In a post-pilot 
survey, participants noted that “they would not have received financial education had it not been 
provided by the child care centers due to lack of transportation and additional child care after work.”53  
They went on to note that there was a desire by a significant number of participants (43%) to expand 
the program to provide financial services beyond workshops.54 
 
Based on the pilot’s response, UWTSA has a proposal in to Center for Financial Services Innovation to 
conduct a larger scale integration of asset development work within early childhood settings.  Through a 
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partnership with the local Head Start grantee, Child-Parent Centers, Inc. (CPC), they are hoping to roll 
out an expanded program that would serve 20 centers in Pima County over the next two years.  
In this effort, in addition to workshops, the UWTSA would work to identify and train a cadre of over 150 
volunteers who could provide one-on-one financial coaching to parents within these Head Start Centers. 
To address any barriers that may prevent participation, coaches will “work directly with participants to 
determine a meeting time and place that are convenient for each participant.”55  In addition, they plan 
for the coaches to meet with parents at least one hour a month, for a minimum of four months. Ongoing 
support may be provided via telephone or email. 
 
Program administrators reflected on both the opportunities and challenges of doing this integrated 
work.  One key take-away point is that the leadership of the child care organizations and the level of 
trust they have with parents is critical for this work to succeed.   One particular child care site has a 
dynamic director who was a “go-to” person for families in the community.  In this site, talking about 
personal finances and challenges was possible, but in other sites, navigating what parents were 
comfortable talking about in this type of setting was more difficult.  

 

LESSONS FROM EXISTING SITES SCAN  

In speaking with several of the program managers within each of these sites, several initial themes 
emerge when trying to create these dual-generation service strategies.  First, it was clear that there was 
no prevailing model for dual-generation supports.  What’s more, there are not many comprehensive 
models, such as Atlanta, that emerged from this initial scan.   That is not to say that innovations are not 
occurring; but, that sites, if they were thinking about this at all, had taken on one of the “parent” 
services strategies, but not all three.   
 
Second, it was clear from this initial investigation that nearly every expert—from federal administration 
staff to state level advocates, to local practitioners -- agreed that this is an important model to test and 
evaluate.   Experts in early childhood expressed a strong desire to include parental economic 
interventions as part of their early childhood work. Indeed, they acknowledge that many programs and 
visionary early childhood directors do family support work, often without the resources or supports.  
While there was some acknowledgement that some sites (such as smaller child care centers, and family 
child care homes, for example) might not have the capacity to deliver or even coordinate dual- 
generation supports, experts believed that other organizations, such as CAP agencies, Head Starts, home 
visiting initiatives and potentially larger early childhood programs with high child care subsidy usage, 
were primed for this type of investment.   They all agreed that approaching this work more systemically 
and addressing “what it would really take” is an important next step within the field.   
 
When asked about potential pitfalls and challenges, experts acknowledged that the devil for this type of 
work will be in the implementation details.  How services are delivered to parents—who are low-income 
and often working several jobs to make ends meet—is just as important to think through as what 
services are provided.  If workshops are held without child care provided or if screening for benefits 
adds significant work to already over-stressed early childhood workers, then a model is doomed to fail.  
 
Also, as we mentioned above, issues of leadership and “trust” by parents to share personal information 
about their finances and economic struggles should be considered.  For a pilot, sites with strong early 
childhood leadership who are already known and trusted in the community, coupled with a group of 
parents who are “asking” for these types of services would be the ideal.  
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It will also be important to choose early childhood sites carefully.  There is still wide variation in the 
quality of early childhood programs, and no one type of program—Head Start, home visiting, etc. – is 
guaranteed to be the best program in the community for this type of work.  Child care is highly localized; 
therefore, any site chosen for this effort will have to be chosen with significant local vetting and input.   
 

Given that any effort the Annie E. Casey Foundation undertakes will be in the “developmental” phase of 
investment, there are also a number of model design issues to think through.  In particular, determining 
what types of services are best linked to early childhood settings is an important conversation to have.  
Would the Foundation, for example, fund sites that only did benefits access interventions, or would a 
site have to be willing to implement all three strategies?    
 
Also, creating a strong case for best practices will help further advance and scale this work.  For 
example, in a small demonstration on asset building in early childhood centers run by the University of 
Wisconsin, Head Start centers did not have successful participation in financial coaching workshops.  
However, program staff acknowledged that failing to provide child care during the workshop training 
might have contributed to low attendance.   Sites in both New Mexico and Wisconsin had some success 
using volunteer financial coaches who were both at the center, but also available to work one-on-one by 
phone with parents.  
 
Experts interviewed for this scan stressed that how services were being structured and delivered was 
another important issue to think through.  This will obviously vary by the type of organization chosen at 
the local site.  A CAP agency that already houses job assistance supports and benefits access screening 
can do more direct service delivery to the parents of children in a child care program.  But, bringing 
dual- generation services to a stand-alone Head Start might dictate a collaboration model where there is 
a deliberate focus on serving parents, through partner organizations.   
 

This point was made more directly when agencies’ primary focus was child care.  Almost all of the early 
childhood experts interviewed agreed that collaborations for many of these supports are necessary.  
Indeed, providers themselves often do not have the skills to provide “coaching” on financial issues and 
are not well versed in many of the basics around public benefits or job assistance.  In fact, child care 
providers earn on average just $19,264 per year.56  Staffs in early childhood programs are often low-
income parents themselves and might be a target population for economic self-sufficiency interventions 
rather than using relying on them to deliver family economic success services. Recent efforts to develop 
a strong career path for child care providers might be a strength to tap into. As we see in the Carol 
Roberson Center, early childhood organizations, community groups and states have taken on the need 
to help child care providers advance their education and training as well as address the perpetual low 
wages within the child care field.  (Good models to investigate in this work are North Carolina’s T.E.A.C.H 
and WAGE$TM Projects.)  
 
Finally, given that many child care providers outside of Head Start cannot afford to hire this “expertise,” 
programs will need to figure out how to rely on lower cost models.  CAP agencies achieve some 
efficiency by housing multiple services from various funding streams in one organization—achieving 
some savings in administration and overhead.  Other sites we talked with used volunteers to staff these 
financial workshops and coaches.  Still others used third parties, such as Seedco, to provide benefits 
outreach and support in applying for public programs.  A recent discussion in the early childhood field 
has suggested more broadly a “shared services model” —the idea championed by early childhood 
finance expert Louise Stoney and others within the early childhood field more generally as a model to 
help combine administrative and other services that can be “shared” across sites.57  In this context, 
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“shared” or “roaming” family support worker(s), financial coaches, or benefits access case workers could 
serve multiple sites across a community, without incurring a large expense to any one early childhood 
center. 
 

Looking Ahead:  Opportunities and Challenges For This Work   
 
In today’s fiscal climate, 
funding for child care and early 
learning is especially tenuous. 
As of early 2010, the House of 
Representatives passed a 
continuing resolution that 
included $374 million in 
additional funding for CCDBG 
and $300 million in additional 
funding for Head Start. This 
equates to funding for 2011 
that is roughly that of funding 
in 2010 and preserves some of 
the expansion of funding under 
ARRA.58 While avoiding cuts is certainly beneficial, this budget is not nearly what the President 
requested in order to significantly increase funding expanding Early Head Start. However, nothing is 
finalized yet -- we now await Senate action on the issues.  
  
Head Start’s reauthorization – scheduled for the upcoming year – could be an unprecedented challenge.  
While Head Start is generally a program that receives bi-partisan support and a relatively smooth 
reauthorization process, we anticipate that it will face a more contentious process this year due to a 
high-profile recent report by The Office of Government Accountability that found abuse and fraud at 
multiple Head Start grantee locations.59 The limited long term-impact found in both a 2010 federally 
funded report has also drawn critics who suggest that the return on investment is not nearly as high as 
others have suggested and that program effects fade over time.60

 

 
While child care and Head Start funding might remain flat over the next few years, The Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act (ACA), which reforms our nation’s health care, provides a new 
federal funding stream for early childhood. Indeed, the new law has an increase in funding for early 
childhood education, in the form of home visiting, called the Maternal, Infant and Early Childhood Home 
Visiting Program. $1.5 Billion is slated to go out to states in the form of a block grant for this program 
between 2011 and 2014 -- this represents a significant increase in funding for home visiting.61  The ACA 
also has the potential to significantly impact the way in which state- and federally-funded benefits are 
accessed. In order to carry out the new health care exchanges,b states are in the process of creating a 
comprehensive screening process for their citizens in order to decide if they are eligible for Medicaid or 
an exchange subsidy. This has the potential to be connected to other benefits, and we may see 
innovation in increasing access food and income supports as well.   
                                                 
b
 According to the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, “Health care exchanges are new organizations that will be set 

up to create a more organized and competitive market for buying health insurance. They will offer a choice of 
different health plans, certifying plans that participate and providing information to help consumers better 
understand their options.” For more information see:  http://www.kff.org/healthreform/upload/7908.pdf  

http://www.kff.org/healthreform/upload/7908.pdf
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PROMISE NEIGHBORHOOD  
PLANNING GRANT SITES 

Awarded in September 2010 
 

 Abyssinian Development Corporation ( New York, NY)  

 Amherst H. Wilder Foundation (St. Paul, Minn.)  

 Athens Clarke County Family Connection, Inc. (Athens, Ga.)  

 Berea College (Clay, Jackson, and Owsley Counties, Ky.)  

 Boys & Girls Club of the Northern Cheyenne Nation 
(Northern Cheyenne Reservation, Mont.)  

 California State University – East Bay (Hayward, Calif.)  

 Cesar Chavez Public Policy Charter High School 
(Washington, D.C.)  

 Community Day Care Center of Lawrence, Inc. (Lawrence, 
Mass.)  

 Delta Health Alliance, Inc. (Indianola, Miss.)  

 Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative (Boston)  

 The Guidance Center (River Rouge, Mich.)  

 Lutheran Family Health Centers (New York, NY)  

 Morehouse School of Medicine, Inc. (Atlanta)  

 Neighborhood Centers, Inc. (Houston)  

 Proyecto Pastoral at Dolores Mission (Los Angeles)  

 United Way of Central Massachusetts, Inc. (Worcester, 
Mass.)  

 United Way of San Antonio & Bexar County, Inc. (San 
Antonio, Texas)  

 Universal Community Homes (Philadelphia)  

 University of Arkansas at Little Rock (Little Rock, Ark.) 

 Westminster Foundation (Buffalo, N.Y.) 

 Youth Policy Institute (Los Angeles) 

 

  
Finally, The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) is overdue for reauthorization. “No Child 
Left Behind” is becoming increasingly unpopular as the 2014 date by which all schools are supposed to 
be making adequate yearly progress – or face being labeled “failing” and potential shut down -- is 
approaching.  However, given current funding constraints, advocates do not anticipate significant new 
money into the federal education system.  What’s more, Title 1, which is the section of the ESEA which 
provides significant investments for early learning, is not slated for large increases and advocates are 
still debating how best to advance changes to Title 1 to help best utilize education funding for early 
childhood efforts. 

 

INNOVATIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES UNDER THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION  
 
A number of new federal programs such Promise Neighborhoods, Invest in Innovations Fund (I3), Race 
to the Top, and Early Childhood Challenge Grants (ECCF) are potential leverage points.  First, in July 
2009, the Obama administration announced a plan for an Early Childhood Challenge Fund. The ECCF is 
slated to invest $10 billion in grants to competing states in order to work on bolstering their results-
oriented early childhood education 
programs (see more at the ECCF 
website). However, in its initial stage, 
the focus is certainly on the education 
aspect of a child’s Pre-K experience -- as 
opposed to the health or family 
economic security. So far, Congress has 
yet to fund the Challenge Funds.  

 
Next, the Department of Education’s I3 
Fund targets local education agencies or 
non-profits working in conjunction with 
local education agencies on innovative 
practices in education.  The Department 
recently announced 49 grantees, 13 of 
which identified early learning as one of 
their priorities.62  Being funded by the 
Department of Education, the majority 
of these winners focus narrowly on early 
education and child development. 
However, the home visiting program, 
Parents As Teachers, was one of the 
winners, suggesting that applicants using 
these strategies in order to increase 
child – and family – outcomes may be 
successful in the future. While it is 
unclear if there will be a next round of 
I3, the increase in federal funds to 
innovative efforts to address early 
childhood is important to watch.  
 

http://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/earlylearning/elcf-factsheet.html
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Race to the Top, the competition between states to implement education improvements with help from 
a sizable federal investment, has been another important federal program with implications for early 
childhood programs. One of the invitational priorities for Race to the Top applicants was “Innovations 
for Improving Early Learning Outcomes”, and 10 of the 12 winning states discussed how they would 
work on early childhood. Again, because of the Department of Education’s slant towards education-
based outcomes, the states focused on issues such as literacy development and aligning content 
standards. However, some states – such as Massachusetts and Florida -- wrote that they are seeking to 
expand their early education programs to reach more children, suggesting perhaps that these states 
could be ripe for preschool partnerships, as they are expecting the infusion of large amounts of federal 
funds. (See full applications of the Race to the Top at the Department of Education’s website). However, 
Race to the Top’s funding status for 2011 is currently unclear. Depending on how Congress addresses 
the budget in the next few weeks, Race to the Top could see significantly less funding than it was 
promised.  
 

The Department of Education’s Promise Neighborhoods Initiative has announced its planning grants to 
21 applicants (detailed in the box at right). Of these, 10 are slated to receive the final implementation 
grants (should Congress fund the program as the President has requested). With the potential of large 
amounts of federal funding matched by the guarantee of a reasonably high quality of existing 
programming, these sites could be very good places to try the co-location of early childhood services 
and family economic support services. 
 
There are also a number of asset development opportunities within the Obama Administration that 
offer opportunities from those targeted funding streams.  Perhaps most importantly, there is a push by 
advocates to reauthorize the Assets For Independence (AFI) program.  Since its inception in 1999, the 
legislation has provided funding to over 500 IDA programs and had a significant impact on participants’ 
outcomes, including an increase in homeownership, business ownership, and educational attainment.63 
 
While the program technically expired in 2003, approximately $24 million per year has remained in the 
budget to support AFI programs.64  According to federal policy advocates, there are plans to reintroduce 
bills in both the House and Senate in the coming 112th Congress, with the possibility of attaching it to 
TANF reauthorization in the Senate when it comes up again a year from nowc and possibly attaching it to 
tax reform legislation in the House.   However, it would be unlikely, and perhaps unwise, to attempt to 
codify the connections between asset building and early children.  As of now, this work within HHS has 
been able to occur under waiver language within the current program that allows the Secretary of HHS 
to modify or alter the program to meet the needs of specific populations.  The Financial Stability for 
Families with Young Children program, discussed below, is a result of that waiver authority as HHS works 
to bring alignment to their funding priorities and populations.  The key for any reauthorization is to 
maintain the waiver authority so that these innovative programs might be able to continue in the future.   
 
Finally, under the current AFI legislation, the Department of Health and Human Services is working to 
deliberately tie asset building strategies with early childhood programs. They recently launched a new 
program called Financial Stability for Families with Young Children.  This three-year special initiative will 
work to tie “family financial stability in the development of young children, and highlighting a key role 
for the early childhood field, particularly for low-income families.”65 

                                                 
c
 TANF was recently passed under a continuing resolution for the period of one year, until fall 2011. Congress will 

have until then to take up the reauthorization work or decide to continue the program again.    

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/index.html
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The Ford Foundation’s “Work Support 
Strategies: Streamlining Access and 

Strengthening Families” 
 

In January 2011, The Ford Foundation will 
award a select group of states grants to work 
on modernizing, integrating and streamlining 
the ways in which low-income families can 
access key work supports, defined by the Ford 
Foundation as health care coverage, nutrition 
benefits and child care subsidies. The grant 
application process is very competitive -- 
approximately 30 states applied for 8-10 
grants -- suggesting that there is significant 
desire in states to do this kind of work. 
Approximately $15 million will be granted 
across the selected states, and the Ford will 
complement its financial support with 
technical assistance and a peer support 
network.   
 

 
Through efforts to provide financial education, consumer counseling, credit and debt counseling, access 
to mainstream financial institutions and products (like IDAs), access to tax assistance and EITC and other 
credits, and access to other federal benefits, the HHS effort will work to identify programs and 
populations of families with young children who could benefit from a dual-generation approach to these 
supports.   
 
HHS plans to focus on three specific early childhood populations within this effort:  low-income families 
with young children; staff of Head Start or Child Care agencies, many of whom are low income 
themselves; and family child care providers that, as small businesses, can benefit from financial 
education and business planning supports.  The initiative will also use provider associations such as the 
nation’s child care resource and referral agencies to help connect these asset-building strategies for 
both parents and providers.  
 
After an initial phase of information sharing and gathering of promising sites and best practices, HHS will 
launch a demonstration effort in early 2011 to help advance sites in this work of integrating asset 
building strategies and the early childhood field.66  
 

STATE AND LOCAL OPPORTUNITIES 
 
In addition to these federal efforts there are communities around the country that have made specific 
strides on one or more of the family economic success component strategies of asset development, 
benefits access, or employment supports.  For example, there are strong benefits access projects 
occurring in places such as Ohio, Michigan and in the 8-10 states that will be selected through the Ford 
Foundation’s Work Supports Initiative (more information in the box below).  Finding interested local 
sites within these states might prove a valuable laboratory for this dual-generation work and help lead 
to further policy advances for children and families.   
 
There are also some states with significant state 
early childhood investments that might have more 
resources available for early childhood 
interventions.  For example, states such as Georgia and 
Oklahoma, that have universal preschool programs 
available to all children, or a state like California that 
has dedicated birth to five funding financed through a 
statewide cigarette tax, might provide additional 
supports and financing for these targeted services to 
parents.    Alternatively, a state like New Jersey, 
where there are significant funds for early childhood 
centers in 31 low-income school districts across the 
state, might provide a good test model.  In these 31 
districts, there is free preschool for all three- and 
four- year-olds, and studies confirm that these early 
childhood centers are high quality and well 
resourced, especially compared to other state 
preschool programs.67  
 



 
32 

Additionally, there are leaders within local communities that again might offer a unique opportunity to 
pair specific dual-generation work or benefits access.  For example, just this fall, San Francisco, CA 
became the first city in the country to offer a universal savings account for children in the city—called 
Kindergarten to College (K2C).68 In this program, as children enroll in kindergarten, a savings account will 
be automatically opened in their name, and $50 from the City of San Francisco will be deposited in the 
account. Lower-income children will be eligible for an additional $50. Families will be notified of the 
account and given an account number so they can begin making deposits towards savings goals.  
 
The city expects to enroll 1,200 children in this first year, using $257,000 in the city budget to set up the 
program and cover the costs for about a quarter of enrolling kindergartners. For this initial year, 
approximately 18 schools, from across every supervisorial district, were chosen to participate in this first 
year phase.  In the coming year, more incoming kindergarten children will be added so that all incoming 
students will be covered by the 2012-2013 school year.  The city also worked to secure partnerships with 
nonprofits and foundations to help enhance the savings accounts.  For example, in this first year, the 
non-profit EARN will match the first $100 that all families save, and it will match $100 savings from low-
income families in future years. Moreover, The San Francisco Foundation has agreed to make additional 
matched investments if parents go to financial education classes and make routine deposits.69  

NON-LEGISLATIVE/REGULATORY OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Finally, there are likely to be a number of administrative or regulatory policies that might help improve 
the coordination of family support services in early childhood programs. The most promising effort 
might be for the Annie E. Casey Foundation to partner with HHS on their continued elevation of the 
asset development issues within the field of early childhood and to find ways to leverage and co-invest 
in the upcoming grantmaking for the Financial Stability for Families with Young Children in 2011.  
 
Additionally, guidance from the Office of Head Start and the Child Care Bureau can help pave the way 
with clarifying language around what programs can be doing to assist parents in Head Start and child 
care programs.  If Head Start is reauthorized, then working with the family economic success leaders in 
assets, benefits access, and job assistance to strengthen the performance standards and regulations to 
encourage best practices and more accountability with these dual-generation strategies.  
 
Finally, if AFI is reauthorized, there are continued opportunities to advance the use of these financial 
products, as well as to assist in the outreach and publicity around innovative strategies in early 
childhood settings.  All of these efforts could be renewed and strengthened by addressing the “lessons 
learned” of these early sites.   

 
Recommendations  
 
As this strategy paper outlines, the early childhood field is a complex and dynamic set of services and 
supports for families and children.  Funding streams are varied and at the local level, services are often 
fragmented –for children, and even more so for the parents who use child care services every day.  Yet, 
over the years, programs have continued to struggle to find ways of meeting the needs of both low-
income parents and their children.  While few programs contain the full package of supports which we 
would include in an ideal dual-generation model, there are plenty of lessons to build upon and several 
sites with the capacity to ramp up their efforts and test this intervention in a meaningful way.  
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To that end we recommend testing a dual-generation model.  While more work needs to be done to 
explore exactly the right components and strategies, we provide several initial recommendations and 
thoughts to help advance this work:  

Recommendation 1:  Invest resources in a dual-generation model with a clear set of family economic 
success strategies to be tested.    

At this stage of development, it might be most helpful to the field to test a fully comprehensive model—
with services in asset development, benefits access and employment development. This would help 
advance the field and test the theory that it takes a combination of these supports to help parents move 
out of poverty.   While sites might vary in the types of services provided in each category, testing this 
fully integrated model seems most likely to achieve the outcomes that an evaluation would look to 
address.  Sites that might be most “shovel-ready” are multi-service organizations such as community 
action agencies that already have Head Start funding and a record of excellent services to children or the 
Atlanta Civic Site, which has one of the most comprehensive approaches already underway.    

Recommendation 2:  After lessons are learned from these pilot sites, test a more collaborative model 
for those early childhood sites that might not have funding for family support services located under 
one roof.   

While this model might have certain advantages over using a CAP/HS agency, it might also prove to be 
more complicated as multiple agencies come together to intentionally integrate services.  An RFP 
process for these collaborations might be beneficial to help surface those sites that are ready to work 
together within a community.  However, testing this aspect of the work will be imperative before 
attempting to strengthen Head Start performance standards or working legislatively to creating these 
collaboration funding streams for low-income families.    

Recommendation 3:  Begin with a more thorough investigation of the implementation and financing 
challenges of a dual-generation model to address issues of scale and sustainability.    

Determining upfront what policy targets and funding streams would be a natural part of this integrated 
services strategy will help ensure that there is a clear scale-up plan and sustainability plan after a 
demonstration period.  This is no easy task, since some services might be best integrated into existing 
work (such as benefits screening), but other services, such as financial coaching, might be best 
supported through partnerships with local experts.   

Regardless, the most efficient model might vary by service, and potentially, by community and type of 
early childhood site.  Therefore, thinking through ahead of time the potential of tapping existing funding 
streams, addressing policy barriers and acknowledging where sustainable funding is needed to “fill the 
gap” will be imperative.   

WHY CASEY?  WHY CFES? 

While there are many cautions to embarking on this work, this is also an exciting time to take on this 
important task.  The Annie E. Casey Foundation and CFES in particular, are uniquely situated to develop 
a thoughtful demonstration effort.   Expertise from the family strengthening work within CSSP, the 
influence work we have done on child care and income security programs, our neighborhood 
partnership lessons from Making Connections and current work within the Casey’s place-based 
initiatives could also be tapped in linking these services together.   This is in addition to the strong 
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record within CFES of creating and scaling the Center for Working Families and other integrated services 
models within the field of family economic success.  

What’s more, the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s new work on The Campaign for Grade-Level Reading 
could make an ideal partner and collaborator as a potential demonstration testing dual interventions for 
both children and parents address many of the policy recommendations made in the KIDS COUNT 
Special Report on Grade-Level Reading released in 2010.  In fact, through Grade-Level Reading, 
investments have already been made to some local sites, including Atlanta, to strengthen their work on 
child outcomes.  A complementary parallel might be investments to pay equal attention to parent and 
family outcomes—with the goal that shaping the trajectories of parents will also help children in the 
long run.    

In the end, if we are truly attempting a dual-generation approach through the combined work of the 
Foundation on children and families, then testing this type of intervention as a service delivery model is 
not just a good idea but a necessary step in our collective work.  This work epitomizes our hypothesis 
that families with access to economic supports, education and workforce opportunities, and asset 
building opportunities will be better able to provide for their children, and, in turn, their children will be 
more likely to learn, achieve and leave poverty.  It is also a clear “next step” in CFES’s hypothesis that 
integration of services and supports is more effective for low-income families and children.   

This idea is aligned with numerous exciting opportunities on a number of levels. From the federal focus 
on Promise Neighborhoods, to our own recent launch of Grade-Level Reading, to the potential to 
leverage other foundation partners, it is clear that the timing is ripe to make this effort a part of the next 
generation of Casey’s investments.   
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF CONTACTS AND RESOURCES FOR FURTHER WORK 

 

Site Level Contacts/Resources 

Robin Britt 
Executive Director  
Guilford Child Development  
1200 Arlington Street 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27406 
336.378.7700 
robinbritt@guilfordchilddev.org 
 
Ron Brown 
Chief Program Officer 
Children’s Bureau of Southern California 
1910 Magnolia Avenue  
Los Angeles, CA 90007-1220  
213.342.0100 
RonBrown@all4kids.org  
 
Rebecca Cerventes 
Executive Director  
AVANCE-San Antonio 
118 N. Medina, Suite 300 
San Antonio, Texas 78207 
210.220.1788 x223 
rcervantez@avancesa.org  
 

J. Michael Collins 
Faculty Director, Center for Financial Security 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 
1305 Linden Drive, 360 Middleton 
7401 Social Science, 1180 Observatory Drive 
Madison, WI 53706 
608.262.0369 
jmcollins@wisc.edu 
 
Steven Dow 
Executive Director 
Community Action Project of Tulsa County 
4606 South Garnett, Suite 100 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74146  
918.382.3200 
sdow@captc.org 

mailto:robinbritt@guilfordchilddev.org
mailto:RonBrown@all4kids.org
mailto:rcervantez@avancesa.org
mailto:jmcollins@wisc.edu
mailto:sdow@captc.org
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Tana Ebbole 
CEO 
Children's Services Council of Palm Beach County 
2300 High Ridge Road 
Boynton Beach, FL 33426 
561.740.7000 x2167 
tana.ebbole@cscpbc.org 
 
Gail Hayes 
Director 
The Annie E. Casey Foundation, Atlanta Civic Site 
477 Windsor Street, SW Suite 304 
Atlanta, GA 30312 
404.222.3665 
ghayes@atlantacivicsite.org 
 
Gail Nelson 
Executive Director 
Carole Robertson Center for Learning 
2020 West Roosevelt Road 
Chicago, Illinois 60608 
312.243.7300 
nelson@crcl.net 
 
Cheryl O'Donnell 
Director, Income Strategies 
United Way of Tucson and Southern Arizona 
330 N. Commerce Park Loop, Suite 200 
Tucson, Arizona 85745 
520.903.9000 x305 
codonnell@unitedwaytucson.org 
 
Melody Woolsey 
Assistant Director, Department of Community Initiatives 
City of San Antonio 
115 Plaza De Armas, Suite 210 
San Antonio, Texas 78205 
210.207.8134 
Melody.Woosley@sanantonio.gov 

 
Early Childhood Experts 
 
Helen Blank 
Director of Leadership and Public Policy 
National Women’s Law Center 
11 Dupont Circle, NW Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
202.319.3036 

mailto:tana.ebbole@cscpbc.org
mailto:ghayes@atlantacivicsite.org
mailto:nelson@crcl.net
mailto:codonnell@unitedwaytucson.org
mailto:Melody.Woosley@sanantonio.gov
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hblank@nwlc.org 
 
Lindsay Chase-Lansdale 
Professor, Human Development and Social Policy 
Faculty Fellow, Institute for Policy Research  
Northwestern University 
Annenberg Hall, Room 203 
2120 Campus Drive 
Evanston, IL 60208-0001 
847.467-6913 
lcl@northwestern.edu  
 
Danielle Ewen  
Director, Child Care and Early Education 
CLASP 
1200 18th Street NW, Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20036 
202.906.8004 
dewen@clasp.org 
 
Yvette Sanchez Fuentes 
Director, Office of Head Start 
United States Department of Health and Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families 
370 L'Enfant Promenade SW 
Washington, DC 20447 
202.205.8573 
Yvette.SanchezFuentes@ACF.hhs.gov  
 
Richard Gonzales 
United States Department of Health and Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families/Office of Head Start 
370 L'Enfant Promenade SW 
Washington, DC 20447 
202.401.5138 
richard.gonzales@acf.hhs.gov 
 
Ron Haskins 
Senior Fellow, Economic Studies  
Co-Director, Center on Children and Families 
The Brookings Institution 
1775 Massachusetts Avenue Northwest 
Washington, DC 20036 
202.797.6057 
rhaskins@brookings.edu 
 
Ginger Knox 
Director, Family Well-Being and Child Development Policy Area 

mailto:hblank@nwlc.org
mailto:lcl@northwestern.edu
mailto:dewen@clasp.org
mailto:Yvette.SanchezFuentes@ACF.hhs.gov
mailto:richard.gonzales@acf.hhs.gov
mailto:rhaskins@brookings.edu
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MDRC 
19th Floor 
16 East 34 Street 
New York, NY 10016-4326 
212.532.3200 
Virginia.Knox@mdrc.org 
 
Judy Langford 
Associate Director and Senior Fellow 
Center for the Study of Social Policy 
1575 Eye Street NW, Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
202.371.1565 
judy.langford@cssp.org 
 
Joan Lombardi 
Deputy Assistant Secretary and Inter-Departmental Liaison for Early Childhood Development 
United States Department of Health and Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families 
370 L'Enfant Promenade SW 
Washington, DC 20447 
202.401.9204 
Joan.Lombardi@ACF.hhs.gov 
 
Monica Rohacek  
Research Associate  
The Urban Institute  
2100 M Street, NW  
Washington, DC  20037  
202.261.5425 
Mrohacek@urban.org 
 
Yasmina Vinci 
Executive Director 
National Head Start Association 
1651 Prince St.  
Alexandria, VA 22314 
703.739.0875 
yvinci@nhsa.org 
 
 
Funders and other Experts Contacted 
 
Chauncy Lennon 
Program Officer, Economic Opportunity and Assets 
The Ford Foundation 
320 East 43rd Street 
New York, NY 10017 

mailto:Virginia.Knox@mdrc.org
mailto:judy.langford@cssp.org
mailto:Joan.Lombardi@ACF.hhs.gov
mailto:Mrohacek@urban.org
mailto:yvinci@nhsa.org


 
39 

212.573.5330 
c.lennon@fordfoundation.org 
 
Anne Mosle* 
Executive Director, Ascend 
Executive on Loan & Senior Advisor, W.K. Kellogg Foundation 
Aspen Institute 
One Dupont Circle, Suite 700, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
202.736.2931  
anne.mosle@aspeninstitute.org 
*Note: not contacted before finalizing report, but doing work on dual-generation approaches 
 
Joelle-Jude Fontaine, Program Officer and Huilan Yang, Program Officer* 
W.K. Kellogg Foundation  
One Michigan Avenue East 
Battle Creek, MI 49017 
Joelle contact:  269-969-2620, joelle.fontaine@wkkf.org  
Huilan contact: 269.968.1611 x2240, hy1@wkkf.org 
*Note:  The Vice President overseeing both early childhood and family economic success work is Greg 
Taylor, Vice-President for Program Strategy 
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